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1. A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set
forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this
application is eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the fee set
forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e) has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action
has been withdrawn pursuant to 37 CFR 1.114. Applicant's submission filed on 2/11/09

has been entered.

2. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action:

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless —

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or
in public use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for
patent in the United States.

3. Claims 1-3,5,23,25-28,45-47,72,73 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being
anticipated by Walker et al. (5794207).

For claims 1-3,5,23,28,45-47, Walker discloses a method of processing rental
vehicle transactions. Walker discloses a system and method that allows a user to
obtain the services of a vehicle reservation (as well as airline tickets, etc.). Walker
discloses an automatic vehicle transaction system, see figure 1. See figure 5 and
column 16, lines 5-6 where rental vehicles are disclosed. The claimed mainframe
computer (central server for claim 1, server processor for claim 10) is computer 200,
which is a mainframe computer commensurate with the definition provided in the
specification on page 14. The computer 200 is disclosed as communicating over the

Internet, col. 11, line 58-end. This necessarily requires that there be Web browsers as
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claimed that allow users to communicate with the server over the Internet. This is also
disclosed for example in column 15 line 61 to column 16, line 11. The plurality of client
processors are the service provider computers 300. They are located at geographically
remote locations and have a GUI web based Internet browser as claimed. A web
browser would be inherent anyway as one is necessarily required to be able to transfer
data on the Internet as disclosed by Walker. Because the computers 200 and 300 are
connected via the Internet, this satisfies the step of providing for connection on demand.
Applicant in claim 1 recites that the network is made up of the central server and the
client processors. This adds nothing to what is claimed. The central server and client
processors of Walker also can be called a network as claimed. The computer 200
stores a program that executes a process of processing of a rental reservation
transaction as claimed. See column 15, line 45 to column 20, line 48. The computer
200 has software that executes the process of taking information from a user (CPO
satisfies the claimed rental contract) and then stores this data in a database (see
column 17, lines 48-end). With respect to the language about the program being able to
open, modify, and close rental contracts, this is satisfied by the fact that Walker
discloses that the CPOs are stored in a database and updated as the process goes
through various stages. This is done by the program itself as it has this ability. At first,
the initial CPO is stored, then it is updated as it is either accepted or rejected, or
possibly a counter offer is added to the stored information. Walker even discloses

different statuses such as pending, active, expired, and completed. Each of these is
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added to the store file concerning the reservation as the processing goes on (based on
input from the client processors). This satisfies what is claimed.
For claims 25,27, see column 14, lines 30-52, where the claimed limitation is

disclosed. Walker discloses the use of more than one mainframe computer.

For claim 26, the client processors are provided with communication as claimed.

They communicate via the Internet.

For claims 72,73, in an apparatus type of claim the actual modification to the
contract is not occurring so claiming that the modification is a change to a vehicle type
or is an extension to rental duration, is language directed to non-functional descriptive
material that does not define any further structure to the system claimed. The ability for
the contract to be opened, modified, and closed is what is recited in claim 45. The
actual modification does not represent a structural feature of the claimed system and is
not a patentably distinguishing feature over Walker. Walker anticipates claims 72 and
73 for the reason that no additional structure is recited other than non-functional
descriptive material directed to the intended types of modification that applicant intends
to have occur. Also this can be seen as a limitation directed to the intended use of the

system and does not result in any structural difference from the prior art.
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4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action:

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as
set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be
patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious
at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said
subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention
was made.

5. This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of
the claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of
the various claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein
were made absent any evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation
under 37 CFR 1.56 to point out the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was
not commonly owned at the time a later invention was made in order for the examiner to
consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g)
prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a).

6. Claim 7-9,24,29,30, are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable
over Walker et al. (5794207).

For claim 24, Walker does not disclose that the client processors 300 are
authenticated before connecting to the mainframe 200. The client processors are used
by businesses that provide services to users and are essentially the airlines, car rental
agencies, etc.. One of ordinary skill in the art would recognize the fact that you do not
want just anyone to be able to get access to the mainframe computer 200, especially
when it comes to transaction requests from users. One of ordinary skill in the art would

understand that access to the mainframe must be regulated in some manner. It would
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have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made
to authenticate the client processors 300 before allowing them to connect to the
mainframe 200, so that you can be assured that the client processors 300 are who they
say they are. The owner of the system of Walker is not going to just let anyone connect
to the mainframe, especially when it comes to service providers represented by client
processors 300. One of ordinary skill would be motivated to authenticate client
processors 300 as claimed so that you know exactly who it is that is connecting to the
mainframe and can keep those that you do not do business with from connecting to the
mainframe. With respect to the authorization including a geographic location
comparison (claim 12), it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to
check on the location where a processor is located, so that any attempts to connect
from outside the United States would be detected as a possible hacker. Just like with
phones one can determine the location you are calling from, the same can be done with
computers.

For claims 7,8,29, see column 14, lines 30-52, where Walker discloses the use of
more than one mainframe computer. Each computer has the structure disclosed in
figure 2. This satisfies multiple processors. Each computer would be connected by a
network and this satisfies a LAN. Not disclosed is that the load is balanced between the
processors (btwn mainframes). One of ordinary skill in the art would find it obvious to
balance the load on multiple processors so that any one processor is not being worked
too hard which results in slow performance. One of ordinary skill in the art recognizes

that if you use more than one computer/processor to do a job, or to collectively do a job,
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you want the workload for the processor to be balanced to some extent. You do not
want two processors sitting idle, while another is so overloaded that it cannot handle
any more data requests, etc.. This is something that would have been obvious to one of
ordinary skill in the art, especially in an art dealing with the use of multiple computers

connected by networks such as in Walker.

For claim 9, not disclosed is that the program of Walker is configured to back up
data on the two servers from claims 7,8. The backing up of data is very well known in
the art. The examiner takes official notice that it is old and well known in the art to back
up data in a computer system, so that if you have a computer error or fatal hardware
malfunction, such as a hard drive, you still have a copy of all of the data you need to
conduct your business. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to

configure the central server 200 so that it can create a backup of data as claimed.

For claim 30, Walker discloses the steps of providing a first computer system that
has a software program configured to create a GUI interface. The first computer system
is satisfied by central controller 200 and the software it contains that creates and
displays to the user an interface (graphical) for data input. A user connecting to first
computer system 200 is found in Walker. The user logs onto the system 200 via the
Internet. The interface of computer system 200 allows for functional interaction with the
user as claimed. See figure 5 of Walker where some of this functional interaction is
disclosed. The service provider computers are 300 of Walker, such as a car rental
agency computer. Not disclosed is that a link is established between an employee

computer and the second computer (unclear which computer this is, 112,2nd). The
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second computer has been interpreted to be the service provider computers 300, such
as the airlines, rental car agencies, etc.. In Walker, the actual process of taking and
processing reservations by the service provider takes place at computers 300. This
equates to the known prior art structure of an airline’s main headquarters computer, or
the main reservation computer for a car rental agency. The computer 200 has software
that executes the process of taking information from a user (CPO) and then stores this
data in a database (see column 17, lines 48-end). With respect to the language about
the program being able to open, modify, and close rental contracts, this is satisfied by
the fact that Walker discloses that the CPOs are stored in a database and updated as
the process goes through various stages. This is done by the program itself as it has
this ability. At first, the initial CPO is stored, then it is updated as it is either accepted or
rejected, or possibly a counter offer is added to the stored information. Walker even
discloses different statuses such as pending, active, expired, and completed. Each of
these is added to the store file concerning the reservation as the processing goes on
(based on input from the client processors). This satisfies what is claimed.

What is missing in Walker is the employee computer, but this is seen as
corresponding to the computer that a local branch of a rental car agency would have, or
the computers at the counter for the airlines at an airport. The examiner takes “official
notice” that it is well known in the art that local agencies, such as a car rental agency
and airlines, communicate with a central headquarters by computer. In Walker, the
second computers 300 would also obviously have their associated local branch

computers as part of their overall network. If a car reservation is booked with one of the
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providers 300 (second computer), that reservation must be forwarded to the local car
rental agency branch, where the actual renting of the vehicle is to take place. This is
similar to a travel agent that uses a SABRE system to book flights. There is a central
computer (SABRE system) that handles all reservations from the travel agents, and
each travel agent communicates with the central computer by establishing a link. It
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to provide local rental
branches with local branch computers (the claimed employee computer) that connect
with the second computer 300. The local branches are also where the vehicles for
rental can be picked up and reservations can be made. This satisfies what is claimed.
The second computer and employee computer are satisfied by a car rental agency
headquarters computer (300 in Walker) and the computer that is at each of the local
branches of the rental agency, as is very well known in the art. The language about the
reservation not being specific to a specific vehicle is noted but is directed to non-
functional descriptive material. The language of “to thereby create and manage...” is
just directed to the intention of the fact that the system facilitations functional interaction.
This is not the same as reciting this actual step. The reservation content is not part of
the system and is non-functional descriptive material as far as not being specific to a
vehicle. With respect to the language about “to thereby open, modify,....” This is also
noted but not really claimed as a step. This is again related to the fact that the program
is configured to facilitation functional interaction but it not claiming that this step is

actually occurring. The opening, modifying, etc., is just the intention of the functional
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interaction configuration limitation and this implies no further steps to the claimed

system.

7. Claims 10-19,31,33,34,69-71, are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being
unpatentable over Walker et al. (6794207) in view of Klein et al. (5726885).

For claims 10,11,14,15,31,33,34, Walker discloses a method of processing rental
vehicle transactions. Walker discloses a system and method that allows a user to
obtain the services of a vehicle reservation (as well as airline tickets, etc.). Walker
discloses an automatic vehicle transaction system, see figure 1. See figure 5 and
column 16, lines 5-6 where rental vehicles are disclosed. The claimed server processor
is computer 200, which is a mainframe computer commensurate with the definition
provided in the specification on page 14. The computer 200 is disclosed as
communicating over the Internet, col. 11, line 58-end. This necessarily requires that
there be Web browsers as claimed that allow users to communicate with the server over
the Internet. This is also disclosed for example in column 15 line 61 to column 16, line
11. The plurality of client processors are the service provider computers 300. They are
located at geographically remote locations and have a GUIl web based Internet browser
as claimed. A web browser would be inherent anyway as one is necessarily required to
be able to transfer data on the Internet as disclosed by Walker. Because the computers
200 and 300 are connected via the Internet, this satisfies the step of providing for
connection on demand. Applicant in claim 1 recites that the network is made up of the

central server and the client processors. This adds nothing to what is claimed. The
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central server and client processors of Walker also can be called a network as claimed.
The computer 200 stores a program that executes a process of processing of a rental
reservation transaction as claimed. See column 15, line 45 to column 20, line 48. The
computer 200 has software that executes the process of taking information from a user
(CPO) and then stores this data in a database (see column 17, lines 48-end). See
column 14, lines 31-52 where a WAN is disclosed. Also, the examiner only considers
this to be a recitation to a network as a LAN or WAN are still just networks. Walker
satisfies this limitation. The language about the reservation being no specific to a
specific vehicle, this is directed to non-functional descriptive material. The requests are
not part of the scope of the claim as they are not structure to the system.

In Walker, when one reserves a vehicle this does not necessarily result in a
vehicle being assigned.

Klein discloses a car rental system that allows users to reserve vehicles in
advance and rent vehicles. Klein discloses that the system is made up of a central
computer D and a plurality of remotely located client computers HA, located at rental
collection and return points (lots). Users of the system communicate with the central
computer D to make reservations and obtain vehicle availability information. Column 5,
lines 57-end discloses that one function performed by the computer is to determine
whether or not “the desired vehicle” is available. This is so that the renter can request a
specific vehicle for use. This is also disclosed at the top of column 7. Column 7 states
that the user can specify what vehicle they desire. It would have been obvious to one of

ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to provide Walker with the
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ability to take information on what specific vehicle the customer is asking for as
disclosed by Klein. To provide the computer system of Walker with the ability to assign
a specific vehicle to the reservation is rendered obvious because this is done in Klein.
One of ordinary skill in the art could have combined the two references together to
arrive at what is claimed.

For claims 12, Walker does not disclose that the client processors 300 are
authenticated before connecting to the mainframe 200. The client processors are used
by businesses that provide services to users and are essentially the airlines, car rental
agencies, etc.. One of ordinary skill in the art would recognize the fact that you do not
want just anyone to be able to get access to the mainframe computer 200, especially
when it comes to transaction requests from users. One of ordinary skill in the art would
understand that access to the mainframe must be regulated in some manner. It would
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made
to authenticate the client processors 300 before allowing them to connect to the
mainframe 200, so that you can be assured that the client processors 300 are who they
say they are. The owner of the system of Walker is not going to just let anyone connect
to the mainframe, especially when it comes to service providers represented by client
processors 300. One of ordinary skill would be motivated to authenticate client
processors 300 as claimed so that you know exactly who it is that is connecting to the
mainframe and can keep those that you do not do business with from connecting to the
mainframe. With respect to the authorization including a geographic location

comparison (claim 12), it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to
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check on the location where a processor is located, so that any attempts to connect
from outside the United States would be detected as a possible hacker. Just like with
phones one can determine the location you are calling from, the same can be done with
computers.

For claim 13, depending on what rental agency the user wants to do business
with (restrictions set by user), there will be customization in the sense that each screen
is displaying custom information for that specific user and their business they are trying
to conduct.

For claim 32, the recitation that the user is an employee is still just reciting a
user. The language about who they are is directed to non-functional descriptive
material. The receiving step is still just received from a user computer. The location of
the computer defines nothing further and is satisfied by the prior art that has modified
Walker with Klein. It may be that an employee is using an office computer to log onto
the system of Walker to get a rental vehicle.

For claims 16-19, Walker discloses a system and method that allows a user to
obtain the services of a vehicle reservation (as well as airline tickets, etc.). Walker
discloses an automatic vehicle transaction system , see figure 1. See figure 5 and
column 16, lines 5,6. The claimed computer system is the central controller/mainframe
200 (also disclosed as being a web server, see col. 15, In 45-48). The central controller
200 has software that allows a user to enter information regarding a vehicle rental
transaction, and that information is then forwarded electronically (via Internet, col. 11,

line 58-end) to a second computer system (which is any one of service providers 300).
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For a description of the operation of the invention see column 15, line 45 to column 17,
line 26. This section discloses the use of screens on a webpage that is accessed via
the Internet, as well as discussing information that is used in processing the
transactions. With respect to the claimed GUI that is on the computer system 200 of
Walker, this is inherently present in Walker. The computer software of Walker creates
screens where the user is prompted to enter information and information is displayed to
the user. This is a graphical user interface. The software and associated graphical
representations that a user would see when interacting with the computer system 200
satisfies the claimed GUI. See column 15, line 45 to column 17, line 26, especially
column 15, line 66 to column 16, line 11. A GUI is necessarily present in Walker
(inherently disclosed in Walker), as well as being mentioned in the form of a web
browser. This satisfies what is claimed with respect to a GUI. Also, the GUI that is
claimed for the second computer system is also necessarily present in Walker. The
computer 200 stores a program that executes a process of processing of a rental
reservation transaction as claimed. See column 15, line 45 to column 20, line 48. The
computer 200 has software that executes the process of taking information from a user
(CPO) and then stores this data in a database (see column 17, lines 48-end). With
respect to the language about the program being able to open, modify, and close rental
contracts, this is satisfied by the fact that Walker discloses that the CPOs are stored in a
database and updated as the process goes through various stages. This is done by the
program itself as it has this ability. At first, the initial CPO is stored, then it is updated as

it is either accepted or rejected, or possibly a counter offer is added to the stored
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information. Walker even discloses different statuses such as pending, active, expired,
and completed. Each of these is added to the store file concerning the reservation as
the processing goes on (based on input from the client processors). This satisfies what
is claimed.

Not specifically disclosed is that the second computer system is a mainframe
computer and a plurality of client computers located as geographically remote locations.
In Walker, when one reserves a vehicle this does not necessarily result in a vehicle
being assigned

With respect to the second computer system etc., the examiner notes the broad
definition for the term “mainframe” that was set forth in the instant specification on page
14. This definition has been applied to the claims, but is seen as broad because any
computer that can reasonably handle the processing needs of large business
applications satisfies what is claimed. The second computer system 300 of Walker
represents service providers such as airlines, car rental agencies, new car dealers, car
insurance providers, credit card providers, see columns 31,32 for some examples.
Klein discloses a car rental system that allows users to reserve in advance and rent
vehicles. Klein discloses that the system is made up of a central computer D and a
plurality of remotely located client computers HA, located at rental collection and return
points (lots). Users of the system communicate with the central computer D to make
reservations and obtain vehicle availability information. It would have been obvious to
one of ordinary skill in the art to have the second computer system 300 of Walker, be in

the form of a car rental system as is disclosed by Klein, because one of ordinary skill in
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the art would recognize the system of Klein as being a desirable system. Conventional
car rental agencies have a central headquarters that handles reservations, and
reservations can also be made at local car rental branches, just as is disclosed by Klein.
Klein is representative of how car rental agencies are set up (as well as airlines, hotels,
etc.). One of ordinary skill in the art would have found it obvious to have the car rental
service providers 300 of Walker, be in the form of a car rental system as is disclosed by
Klein. Applicant is simply claiming the system of Klein in place of one of the service
providers 300 of Walker, something that would have been obvious to one of ordinary
skill in the art. The resulting structure is a second computer system 300 that is in the
form of a mainframe computer D, connected to a plurality of client computers HA
located at remote rental locations. The information that is sent to the computer system
200 and that is then sent to the second computer system 300 (the system of Klein),
allows for authorizing, processing, and billing of the rental vehicle transaction. This
satisfies what is claimed.

With respect to the assigning of a specific vehicle, column 5, lines 57-end
discloses that one function performed by the computer of Klein is to determine whether
or not “the desired vehicle” is available. This is so that the renter can request a specific
vehicle for use. This is also disclosed at the top of column 7 in Klein. Column 7 states
that the user can specify what vehicle they desire. It would have been obvious to one of
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to provide Walker with the
ability to take information on what specific vehicle the customer is asking for as

disclosed by Klein. To provide the computer system of Walker with the ability to assign



Application/Control Number: 10/028,073 Page 17
Art Unit: 3689

a specific vehicle to the reservation is rendered obvious because this is done in Klein
and is known in the art. One of ordinary skill in the art could have combined the two
references together to arrive at what is claimed.

For claims 69,70, it is recited that the modification to the rental contract (the CPO
of Walker) is changing the vehicle type or changing the duration of the rental. It would
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made
that a change to the CPO could be based on a counteroffer. It could be that the type of
vehicle requested initially is not able to be satisfied, so the initial CPO (equates to the
claimed rental contract) is opened and modified by now specifying that the vehicle type
would be changed to another type that can be satisfied. This situation would read on
what is claimed. Also, the counteroffer may involve an offer of somewhat modified
dates or times for the rental because the original dates and/or duration cannot be
satisfied. One of ordinary skill in the art would fully understand and appreciate that the
CPO can be opened and modified as in the case of a counteroffer, and that the changes
can involve anything from price to vehicle types to dates and rental durations, etc..
These types of modifications would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art.

For claim 71, the claimed opening of the contract in response to a first input is
satisfied by the initial generation of a CPO by a customer. The modifying of the contract
based on a second input is the act of modifying the CPO based on a counteroffer. The
act of closing the contract in response to a later received input is satisfied by the
customer accepting the counteroffer, utilizing their vehicle rental, returning the car, and

having the file relating to the rental closed. This also reads on the act of receiving an
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indication that the counteroffer was not accepted and the entire process would stop

there.

8. Claims 35-44 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over
Walker et al. (5794207) in view of Klein et al. (5726885) and further in view of Rose et
al. (20080010105, goes back to 4/29/99).

For claims 35-37, not disclosed is that a callback flag is generated. The
examiner feels that the claimed callback flag is directed to non-functional descriptive
material. The flag is never used at all in any further step so this is just claiming the
generation of a flag in a generic sense. This is not functionally related to the method at
all. At any rate, the examiner has interpreted the callback flag to be satisfied by the
generation of a reminder for a reservation that is to be sent to the user. Rose discloses
a rental system that has the ability to generate a reminder for a reservation for a
customer see paragraph 49. The reminder is to remind the user of an upcoming
reservation and would inherently use the date of the reservation when determining what
reminders to generate (business rules based on data in the reservation). The callback
information (reminder) is displayed to the user in Rose. It would have been obvious to
one of ordinary skill in the art to provide Walker with the ability to generate call back
flags in the form of reservation reminders that are sent to the customer to remind them
of an upcoming reservation.

For claim 38, not disclosed is that an update is received from the user as to the

callback information (the reminder) and that there is updating based on the received
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information. Because the callback flag is a reservation reminder, in the event that the
customer has to cancel or amend the reservation in some manner (even if penalized by
Walker due to a binding agreement), it would have been obvious to update the
reservation information to reflect the new information received from the client. This
received information could also be a new credit card number for the account or even an
address change. This would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art.

For claims 39-41, the claimed limitations are directed to non-functional
descriptive material. What you call the callback flags or what they represent is non-
functional descriptive material. The reservation reminder satisfies what is claimed.

For claim 42, in Walker the customer is able to review the reservation that they
have made for the day. This is found in Walker. This is satisfied by receiving an
acceptance from the user to a counteroffer and displaying the accepted reservation to

the user.

For claim 43, not disclosed is that the system has the ability to allocate charges
to more than one person. The examiner notes that this is not reciting that more than
one person is actually charged or billed. Charges are just “allocated” which does not
even mean that the charges are sent out or even billed. It would have been obvious to
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to be able to allocate
charges between more than one person in the event that the customer has part of their
rental paid by their company for official business and part of the rental is for personal

use not paid by the business. This involves no more than ordinary skill in the art and is
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just allowing more than one person to pay for the rental and allowing for accounting of

business versus a personal expense.

For claim 44, not specifically disclosed is that the class of vehicle is part of the
reservation. It is very well known to one of ordinary skill in the art that vehicles can be
reserved by vehicle class. This is commonplace in the rental vehicle industry. This is
within the knowledge of one of ordinary skill in the art and additionally the examiner
takes official notice of this fact. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the

art to accept a reservation for a vehicle class as is well known in the art.

9. Claims 48-55 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over
Walker in view of Rose et al. (20080010105, goes back to 4/29/99).

For claims 48-50, not disclosed is that a callback flag is generated and displayed
to the user. The examiner feels that the claimed callback flag is directed to non-
functional descriptive material. The flag is never used at all in any further step so this is
just claiming the generation of a flag in a generic sense. This is not functionally related
to the method at all. At any rate, the examiner has interpreted the callback flag to be
satisfied by the generation of a reminder for a reservation that is to be sent to the user.
Rose discloses a rental system that has the ability to generate a reminder for a
reservation for a customer see paragraph 49, which is sent via the Internet to the user.
The reminder is to remind the user of an upcoming reservation and would inherently use
the date of the reservation when determining what reminders to generate (business

rules based on data in the reservation). The callback information (reminder) is
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displayed to the user in Rose. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the
art to provide Walker with the ability to generate call back flags in the form of
reservation reminders that are sent to the customer to remind them of an upcoming
reservation.

For claim 51, not disclosed is that the system is configured to receive an update
from the user as to the callback information (the reminder) and that there is updating
based on the received information. Because the callback flag is a reservation reminder,
in the event that the customer has to cancel or amend the reservation in some manner
(even if penalized by Walker due to a binding agreement), it would have been obvious
to update the reservation information to reflect the new information received from the
client. This received information could also be a new credit card number for the account
or even an address change. This would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in
the art.

For claim 52, the claimed limitations are directed to non-functional descriptive
material. What you call the callback flags or what they represent is non-functional
descriptive material. The reservation reminder satisfies what is claimed.

For claim 53, in Walker the customer is able to review the reservation that they
have made for the day. This is found in Walker. This is satisfied by receiving an
acceptance from the user to a counteroffer and displaying the accepted reservation to

the user.

For claim 54, not disclosed is that the system has the ability to allocate charges

to more than one person. The examiner notes that this is not reciting that more than
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one person is actually charged or billed. Charges are just “allocated” which does not
even mean that the charges are sent out or even billed. It would have been obvious to
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to be able to allocate
charges between more than one person in the event that the customer has part of their
rental paid by their company for official business and part of the rental is for personal
use not paid by the business. This involves no more than ordinary skill in the art and is
just allowing more than one person to pay for the rental and allowing for accounting of

business versus a personal expense.

For claim 55, not specifically disclosed is that the class of vehicle is part of the
reservation. It is very well known to one of ordinary skill in the art that vehicles can be
reserved by vehicle class. This is commonplace in the rental vehicle industry. This is
within the knowledge of one of ordinary skill in the art and additionally the examiner
takes official notice of this fact. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the

art to accept a reservation for a vehicle class as is well known in the art.

10.  Applicant's arguments filed 2/11/09 have been fully considered but they are not
persuasive.

With respect to the Walker reference, applicant has argued that the CPO of
Walker is not a rental contract. Applicant has asserted that in Walker there are no
“contracts” until the CPO in Walker is accepted; consequently, the CPO of Walker
cannot satisfy the claimed rental contract. The examiner disagrees. The issue of

whether or not something is considered to be a “contract” is a legal abstraction or legal
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concept that has nothing to do with any structure of the data file that is claimed and that
is able to be opened, modified, and closed. The fact that applicant is claiming their
information data file as a “rental contract” as opposed to a CPO is only a difference
found in non-functional descriptive material. The CPO of Walker satisfies the claimed
limitation directed to the rental contract. Also, the information found in the CPO sitill
relates to vehicle rentals so the information in a request versus an actual contract may
be the exact same. In that case the difference in a request or a contract is only seen in
the mind of a person who finds one document to be legally binding where another
document (exact same data) is not legally binding. The only difference between the
CPO and the rental contract may be the abstract concept of legal enforceability, which
defines nothing to the claimed invention that distinguishes over Walker. This argument
iS not persuasive.

With respect to Klein and the argument concerning the assignment of a vehicle,
the argument is not persuasive. The examiner stated that “Users of the system
communicate with the central computer D to make reservations and obtain vehicle
availability information. Column 5, lines 57-end discloses that one function performed
by the computer is to determine whether or not “the desired vehicle” is available. This is
so that the renter can request a specific vehicle for use. This is also disclosed at the top
of column 7. Column 7 states that the user can specify what vehicle they desire.” They
also don't have to specify a vehicle. The recitation that the advance rental contract is
not specific to a vehicle is really directed to non-functional descriptive material because

the extent that this has been recited is in terms of the server being able to handle real
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time processing of a request. The actual content of that request does not appear to be
functionally related to the claim and is considered to be non-functional descriptive
material. Also, to the extent that applicant has claimed anything specific that the server
processor is programmed or configured to do, it appears to be the actual assignment of
a vehicle and nothing more. Applicant should remember that claim 10 is a system claim
and the actual contract or reservation is just the data that the system uses. To the
extent that the claim requires the claimed server processor to do anything in a functional
sense, it is recited as assigning a vehicle, which is disclosed by Klein. The examiner
believes that Klein satisfies what is claimed.

With respect to the 103 rejection in view of Walker, the 103 rejection of Walker in
view of Klein in view of Rose, and the 103 rejection of Walker in view of Rose, none of
them have been traversed by applicant other than for the arguments addressed above.
They are deemed to be proper due to a lack of a traversal that touches on the merits of

these 103 rejections and their obviousness statements.

11.  This is an RCE of applicant's earlier Application No. 10/028,073. All claims are
drawn to the same invention claimed in the earlier application and could have been
finally rejected on the grounds and art of record in the next Office action if they had
been entered in the earlier application. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL
even though it is a first action in this case. See MPEP § 706.07(b). Applicant is

reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a).
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A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of
the advisory action. In no, however, event will the statutory period for reply expire later

than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action.

12.  Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the
examiner should be directed to Dennis Ruhl whose telephone number is 571-272-6808.
The examiner can normally be reached on Monday through Friday.

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner’s
supervisor, Janice Mooneyham can be reached on 571-272-6805. The fax phone
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-

273-8300.
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR.
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only.
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information

system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000.

/Dennis Ruhl/
Primary Examiner, Art Unit 3689
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